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1X1 Responsive to communication(s) filed on May 2, 1997 ■_ \ ; . 

□ This action is FINAL. 

□ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed 
in accordance with the practice under fx parfe Quayle, 1935 CD. 11; 453 O.G. 213. 

A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire 3 month(s), or thirty days, whichever 
is longer, from the mailing date of this communication. Failure to respond within the period for response will cause the 
application to become abandoned. (35 U.S.C. § 133). Extensions of time may be obtained under the provisions of 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 

Disposition of Claims 

1X1 Claim(s) 1-1S is/are pending in the application. 

Of the above, claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

□ Clalm{s) Is/are allowed. 

1X1 Claim(s) 1-16 is/are rejected. 

□ Claim (s) is/are objected to. 

□ Claims are subject to restriction or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

Kl See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 

□ The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The proposed drawing correction, filed on is Qpproved disapproved. 

Kl The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

IX Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d). 
□ All □ Some* KlNone of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been 
Kl received. 

□ received In Application No. (Series Code/Serial Number) . 

□ received In this national stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 

*Certified copies not received; 

□ Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 

Attachment(s) 

Kl Notice of References Cited, PTO-892 

□ Information Disclosure Statement(s), PTO-1449, Paper No(s). 

□ Interview Summary, PTO-413 

Kl Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948 

□ Notice of Informal Patent Application, PTO-152 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



1. 



The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it contains a plurality of grammatical 



errors. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 U*S. C § 112 



2. The term "excessive" in claims 1 and 1 1 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "excessive" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention, Thusly, claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2ND paragraph. 

3 . Claim Rejections - 35 U.S. C § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 



(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 



on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1-5 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by either 
Granot patent 4,552,655 or Drori patent 4,614,581. 
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Each of Granot and Drori disclose filtering devices comprising stacks of filter disc elements in 
which the stacks are coupled to valve systems , each comprising a plurality of valves which 
include biased spring devices that are responsive to increased pressures upstream of the filtering 
elements to operate to initiate backwashing operations. 



Claim Rejections '35aS.C§103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue, 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 



This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly ovmed at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor 



nonobviousness. 
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and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 6, 7 and 1 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
either Granot patent 4,552,655 or Drori patent 4,614,581 in view of Rosenberg patent 5,047,548 
and one of Kawai et al patent 4,774,000 or Raifman patent 5,1 12,503. 
These claims differ from ('655) and ('581) in requiring that the filtering structure comprise a 
membrane filter. However, Rosenberg, in column 5, lines 9-22 teaches to include disc filtering 
structures configured to filter out both coarse and ultrafine particulates in an irrigation system. 
Also, each of Kawai et al and Raifinan teach that filter disc stacks in which the discs comprise 
membrane filter units are useful to separate out fine particulates in a wide range of water fihering 
applications including industrial uses. At the time the present invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art to have modified the Granot or Drori apparatus so 
as to include membrane fihering discs, as suggested by Rosenberg in combination with either 
Kawai et al or Raifman, so as to filter out particulates of all sizes from the flow of irrigation water 
so as to the useful life of downstream irrigation nozzles and other components in the irrigation 
system susceptible to malfunction when clogged. 
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Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The following were cited in the counterpart international application and are thus 
made of record in this application , however are deemed to be less pertinent to the instant claims 
than the applied prior art: Pabst patent 4,648,971, Gerulis patent 4,812,230, Kaplan 

patent 5,389,243, Jokel patent 2,366,1 12 and Gerulis patent 4,645,591. 

Rosenberg patent 4,806,217; Drori patent 4,736,671 and Tucker patent 4,477,343 each 
also teach filtering devices in which valves are responsive to changes in pressure indicative of 
clogging and operate to initiate filter backwashing . 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi*om the examiner 
should be directed to Joseph W. Drodge whose telephone number is (703) 308-0403. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday fi-om approximately 8:30 AM - 4:45 PM. 

The fax phone number for this Group is (703) 305^3599. When filing a FAX in Tech 
Center 1700, please indicate in the Header (upper right) "Official" for papers that are to be 
entered into the file, and "Unofficial" for draft documents and other communication with the PTO 
that are not for entry into the file of the application. This v^ll expedite processing of your papers. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0661. 
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